





bring up for discussion lines by Mutanabbi which are unquestionably
original. Muhallabi who holds his son-in-law in high esteem and refuses
to see his shortcomings agrees to the meeting. Aba Sa‘ld as-Siraft (d.
368/978), ‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani (d. 384/994), Abu ’l-Fath al-Maraghi,
Abu ’l-Hasan al-Ansari, ‘Ali b. Harin [al-Munajjim] (d. 352/963), and
Abu ’l-‘Ala’ Sa‘id b. Thabit [an-Nasrani]'’® also attend the meeting.
Mutanabbi at first refuses to answer ‘Ali b. Hariin on a question of
usage, and Muhallabi turns to Aba Sa‘id!”?, ‘Ali b. ‘Isa, and Hatimi for
an answer. ‘All b. Harun attacks other lines by Mutanabbi which he
considers blasphemous. Mutanabbi again refuses to answer and Hatimi
tries to humour him by offering an unusual interpretation of a line by
Majniin which contains a similar blasphemy and could therefore be cited
as an excuse. Anbari, Muhallabi’s son-in-law, challenges (pp. 123-124)
those present to prove that certain examples from the poetry of
Mutanabbi, a list of which has been drawn up by him in advance, do not
demonstrate Mutanabbi’s originality, but the challenge is answered only
by Hatimi. What follows is not essentially different from the pattern of
the two previous debates, except that now three famous scholars, Abu
Sa‘id as-Sirafi, ‘Ali b. Haran al-Munajjim, and ‘Al b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani
take part in the discussion'®’. Of these three only ‘Ali b. Hartan clearly
opposes Mutanabbi. Abu ’l-Fath al-Maraghi and Abu ’lI-Hasan al-Ansar1
do not take part in the discussion, while Sa‘id briefly attempts to defend
Mutanabbi. The list of examples which has been collected by
Muhallabi’s son-in-law to prove Mutanabbl’s originality serves, of
course, as a framework for yet another discussion on the sariga, but the
question now receives particular attention from the theoretical point of
view. HatimI not only introduces us to a set of terms that are not
frequently used in other mediaeval works on literary theory and criticism
(and may be very old)!'®!, but is also more specific about his own theory
(p- 149 ff. in reply to p. 143). His ridicule of Mutanabbi assumes
grotesque proportions when, in the above mentioned passage at the
beginning of the debate (pp. 122-123), he reports that ‘Ali b. Haran

178. See p. 142 where Sa‘id defends Mutanabbi and is identified by Hatimi as ‘‘at that
time a deputy of Muhallabi”’. According to Tanikhi, Faraj ', 1I, 149, ?, p. 383, he
served as deputy to several viziers, and this is confirmed by Miskawayh, Taarib, 11,
146 and 243. See also Tanukhi, Nishwar, I, 70 and indexes; Tawhidi,./mta‘, 111, 213;
and Busse, pp. 239, 301, and 463-464. Sa‘id had earlier attended the meeting
described in ‘Abdalqadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, 11, 355. For Maraghi and Ansari see
above p. 38-39, note 152.

179. There may be a lacuna, since the answer of Abu Sa‘id is not reported.

180. This calls to mind a statement by Hatimi in the Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja (above, pp. 10-12)
that at the court of Sayf ad-Dawla he was considered the equal of Sirafi and
Rummani, see Yaqat, VI, 503, lines 14-15.

181. This appears from a comparison between the Mudiha and Hatim1’s Hilya (see below,
pp. 54-55 and Materials, p. 19). I am preparing an article on this terminology.
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questions Mutanabbi about three lines of poetry which he considers
blasphemous. In the last of these three lines the poet describes how
young women suckle draughts of saliva from his lips and that this action
is sweeter in his mouth than the profession of monotheism (tawhid)'®?.
Mutanabbi is unable to come up with an answer and this gives ‘Ali b.
Haran occasion to whisper in Hatimi’s ear that Mutanabbi has bad
gums and foul breath.

The meeting ends with Muhallabi urging his scribes to note down
carefully what has been said during the debate and Mutanabbi
complaining about the lack of hospitality demonstrated by the fact that he
is being invited to meetings where he is not well received!'®®. He rises and
leaves in anger, is brought back by Muhallabi, but does not stay much
longer. Muhallabi schedules a meeting which will be devoted to the
poetry of Abti Tammam and Buhturi (p. 156).

A week goes by without Mutanabbi being summoned or coming of his
own accord. When he finally appears (according to Hatimi again
prompted by false promises on the part of Aba ‘Al al-Anbari) he
apologizes for his absence. Hatimi asks him to recite one of his poems;
Mutanabbi reluctantly agrees and is soon stopped by Hatimi when he
comes to a line which Hatimi believes to be a sariga from Mutanabbi’s
‘‘two models’’ (min imamayhi) who are then identified as Abd Tammam
and Buhturi (pp. 157-158). During the second debate Mutanabbi has
denied that he has ever heard of these two poets'®; now he merely asks,
as a rhetorical question, who these two imams may be whose work he has
stolen and whom, by so doing, he pretends to ignore. He then attacks
Abu Tammam’s poetry often claiming that Aba Tammam, in his turn,
was plagiarizing as he had previously argued when accused of stealing
from Aba Nuwas. Hatimi does not deny this, but maintains that Aba
Tammam in borrowing themes from others proved himself equal if not
superior to his models. Hatimi also shows that Mutanabbi was influenced
by Abt Tammam to such an extent that an ugly feature in Aba
Tammam’s work may also appear in Mutanabbi’s (p. 174-175).
Mutanabb1 however persists in criticizing Aba Tammam which prompts
Hatimi to observe that Mutanabbi must indeed have studied Aba
Tammam’s work and memorized its themes (ma ‘ani) if he is able to point

182. See Wabhidi, p. 30; ‘Ukbari, I, 315 (cf. U. Rizzitano, ‘‘Un commento di Ibn al-
Qatta‘... ad alcuni versi di al-Mutanabbi’’, Rivista degli Studi Orientali, XXX [1955],
210-211); ‘Azzam’s ed., p. 13. ‘Ukbari quotes interesting attempts to explain away
these offensive passages. See also ‘Ukbari, I, 154-155 and II 341; ‘Ali b. ‘Abdal‘aziz
al-Jurjani, al-Wasata, ed. M. A. Ibrahim (Cairo 1370/1951), p. 63.

183. In spite of moderate praise which Hatimi bestows on a line by Mutanabbi (p. 134,
line 14) and a compliment which Mutanabbi addresses to Hatimi (p. 130, line 2-3).

184. See above, p. 47.
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to so many errors in his work (p. 177)!8, a remark that clearly refers
back to the second debate of the Mudiha (p. 106) rather than the
beginning of the fourth (p. 157). There are some further illustrations of
the terminology of plagiarism (p. 182 ff. and p. 193). Muhallabi grows
impatient with what he considers Mutanabbi’s unfair criticism of Aba
Tammam and urges Hatimi to offer additional evidence of Abu
Tammam’s originality (p. 187) and later invites him to do the same for
Buhturi (p. 191-192) while Mutanabbi stubbornly persists in his earlier
line of reasoning. Muhallabi himself takes part in the discussion, as do
‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani (p. 189) and Aba Sa‘id as-Sirafi (pp. 190 and
192). In the final paragraph Hatimi observes that Mutanabbi controlled
his anger out of respect (hayba) for the vizier'®®, left heading straight for
Kifa, and was never seen again in the house of Muhallabi. Reflecting on

185. Some of the lines criticized by Mutanabbi (e.g. p. 160, line 5; p. 163, line 3; p. 164,
line 10; p. 168, line 15; and p. 169, line 11) appear on p. 264 of the shorter version
in the ed. of Bisati (and thus as part of the first debate which took place at
Mutanabbi’s residence) immediately following Mutanabbi’s denial that he knows the
work of Abi Tammam (cf. above, p. 47, note 176). Hatimi1’s reply follows on p. 265
and is very similar to Mudiha p. 177, lines 3-8. Hatimi tacitly accepts some of
Mutanabbi’s criticism, but then quotes other lines the excellence of which, he feels,
is such that the examples quoted by Mutanabbi should be forgiven, see Madiha, p.
161, lines 4-5; p. 162, lines 1-2, 5-6, and 16; p. 169, line 15; and p. 170, lines
5-6, 9, and 11, which correspond to pp. 265-268 of the shorter version in Bisat1’s
ed. The same discussion appears in the Ambrosiana MS, fols, 5a—6a, in the Mecca
MS in the ed. by Shamma®, pp. 265-267 and, in a much more concise form, in
Khafaji’s Rayhana, pp. 425-426, the Berlin MS, fol. 434, and the India Office
Library MS, fol. 211a-6.

186. Page 195, lines 1-2: a2 yle G| g A_';JJJ“ Lo bl A P

el ool A 1 Yl cin OS5l e sl Jis
 (variant: ansls Adls e adenn Yod)lals e sese

Cf. the shorter version in Bisati’s ed., p. 268, lines 9-12: 453,41 Lo 8 g
oVl o Jhey a0 cloin gy a3, plas as e

e B, sl WuSle e adens L Yol cardn OLS, aslud

ol ole o1 Las ot ang ¥ oelds ol plo¥1 el b 5" ol
sevalan ul gpe a8t us JLs

The text in Yaqut is identical to that in Bisati’s ed.; Badi‘l’s Subk has minor
variants. The text of this passage in the Ambrosiana and Mecca MSS is corrupt, but
probably was not much different from that in Bisati, Yaqut, and Badi‘i (it clearly

reads Olblidl dens o LSe  for el Y1 ells 5 LSsl).
The version in'Khafaji’s Rayhana, the Berlin MS, and the India Office Library MS

does not contain any suggestion that Hatimi enjoyed the protection of Muhallabi or
any other dignitary.
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this Hatimi finds, according to one version of this final paragraph, that
another reason prompting Mutanabbi to flee to Kafa was the ridicule to
which he had been subjected by the notorious satirist, Ibn al-Hajjaj (d.
391/1001), and that this happened in spite of the latter’s despicable
character and lack of education. In a second version of the final
paragraph which appears on the margin of the unique manuscript of the
Midiha, Hatimi indicates that the insult by Ibn al-Hajjaj preceded ‘this
encounter’’ between himself and Mutanabbi, by which he probably
means the first debate at Mutanabbi’s residence!®’. In this second version
on the margin he also speaks of Ibn al-Hajjaj in rather respectful terms,
which would suggest that the version in the text was written at a time
when Ibn al-Hajjaj was not dangerous!®®. Hatim1’s account ends with a
brief but interesting comment: Mutanabbi fled from Baghdad to Kiifa,
and from there to Persia to seek the protection of ‘Adud ad-Dawla and
Ibn al-‘Amid; but he was only partly successful in his poems in praise of
these dignitaries. His poetic vein, which he had exhausted in his earlier
poems on Sayf ad-Dawla, no longer served him and he was forced to
undertake the return journey to ‘Iraq during which he met his death.
Hatimi ends the Mudiha, as we have seen, with a promise that he will
write a work that will not only deal with Mutanabb1’s failures, but will
also do justice to his good poetry, especially his panegyrics. The
principles of the book will be fairness and ‘‘justice which one cannot
transgress’’ (al-haqq alladhi la yasa‘ ta‘-addih). This promise is reminiscent
not only of the introduction of the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’> which I
have discussed earlier, but also of the end of the account of the first
debate in the Mudiha itself where Hatimi states his intention to point out
those places where the excellence of some of Mutanabbi’s work is
apparent, an intention which he can hardly be said to have realized in
his account of the three remaining debates.

There is every reason to consider the Mudiha a new and extended
version of the three shorter versions represented by the text published in
Bisati’s edition (which is also quoted in Yaqut and in Badi‘l’s Subh), the
Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts, and the text quoted in Khafaji’s
Rayhana (which also appears in manuscripts in Berlin and in the India
Office Library). Both Hatim1’s account of the second debate!® and his
account of the fourth!® contain elements of the shorter version, which
means that they are no longer part of the disputation at Mutanabb1’s

187. According to the account in ‘Abdalqadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, 11, 355, this attack
took place on the day following Mutanabbi’s second encounter with Mubhallabi,
during which he had been expected to recite a panegyric in praise of the vizier, see
above, p. 19, note 49.

188. According to Yaqut, VI, 501, Hatimi himself was a victim of Ibn al-Hayjjaj’s satires.

189. See above, p. 47, note 176; cf. also Madiha, p. 104, lines 14-15 and p. 105, line 11
which correspond to p. 259, lines 2-3 and p. 260, line 14 in Bisati’s ed.

190. See above, p. 50, note 185.
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residence, but appear in a new setting, the meetings at the palace of
Mubhallabi. It is worth noting that the third debate contains the most
interesting part of Hatim1’s theory of the sariga and also puts Muhallabi’s
son-in-law in a far more unfavorable light than the fourth (which
otherwise opens in a way very similar to that of the third); one could
therefore argue that it contained elements of the discussion that had
earlier been omitted out of respect for Muhallabi, or that it was added
later to add perspective to the sariga discussion in the fourth debate. But
the fact that Hatimi does not hesitate to place scenes from the debate in
the shorter versions in a different context raises serious questions about
the historicity of the second and fourth debates as well. It is, moreover,
hard to believe that Mutanabbi should have allowed himself to be
publicly humiliated on four different occasions. The inconsistencies in the
account of Mutanabbi’s reaction to Hatimi’s accusation that he
plagiarized Aba Tammam which have been pointed out earlier (above,
pp- 47 and 49) also strongly suggest that the three debates at the house
of Muhallabi were invented and tacked on to the original account which
accordingly had to be considerably modified. It would be consistent with
the practices of mediaeval Muslim scholarship to publish several very
different versions of the same work and, moreover, quite in keeping with
Hatimi’s high opinion of his own personality as a scholar to relate this
most glorious moment in his career more than once, changing the
wording of his description of certain scenes and elaborating or
abbreviating at will. One could imagine that sometime between 365/975
and 370/980, over fifteen years after his meeting with Mutanabbi,
Hatimi took up the idea of writing one final version for which — one
could suggest — he had been promised a reward by Ibn Fasanjus!®!. Both
Mubhallabi and Mu‘izz ad-Dawla had been dead for many years and the
actual circumstances of the confrontation between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi, if they were still remembered, had lost much of their
significance. One could go further and suggest that the text in Khafaji’s
Rayhana, the Berlin manuscript, and the manuscript in the India Office
Library is the oldest of the four versions, since it contains all the essential
elements of the other versions except those parts of the story that involve
Muhallabi and Mu‘izz ad-Dawla in the rivalry between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi. It would then be possible to assume that the shorter version
published by Bisati and the version in the Ambrosiana and Mecca
manuscripts were composed long after the debate took place. Together
with the Madiha they could be seen as attempts to demonstrate Hatimi1’s
close relations with some of the most prominent political figures of the

191. Cf. Ibn an-Nadim, Fihrist, ed. G. Flugel (Leipzig 1871-1872), p. 76 on the various
stages that led to the final redaction of the Yagat fi ’I-Lugha of Ghulam Tha‘lab. Cf.
also the marginal notes quoted in Najm’s ed. of the Mudiha which show that even of
the Mudiha there was more than one version in existence.
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middle of the fourth century!”?2. One wonders if Hatim1’s career had
perhaps been a failure in the sense that he had dedicated several books to
influential people, in addition to trying his luck with panegyrical poems,
without receiving the reward he had hoped for and without finding a
patron who would support his work during an extended period!*®. But
what should one think of Hatimi’s plans to write a comprehensive work
that would do full justice to Mutanabbi? Did he give up this plan though
he still mentions it at the end of the Mudiha?'%*. Or did he feel that he
could make good his promise by putting together a collection of parallels
between Aristotle and Mutanabbi? The material I have collected so far
supports, I feel, this last interpretation!®. The ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’
obviously enjoyed great popularity which accounts for the innumerable
alterations, cuts, and additions which its suffered, including the omission
of the introduction which, as we have seen, can be interpreted as linking
the first risala to the second. That Hatimi had some appreciation for the
work of Mutanabbi is clear from the repeated assurances to that effect
which he expresses himself or puts into the mouths of others, in spite of
the acrimonious tone which characterizes all four versions of the debate.
The ‘‘Second Risala’’, with or without its introduction, is therefore
consistent with Hatimi’s ambivalent attitude towards Mutanabbi; there is
no good reason to deny its authenticity, unless further evidence is
discovered. By this I do not mean to say that in this tedious recital of
parallels Hatimi used his talents as a critic and historian to full
advantage; as an example of Mutanabbi criticism it cannot stand
comparison with the Midiha or with one of the shorter versions of the
debate. The Mudiha is a far more interesting work, since in spite of the
display of learning which must have been its essential purpose, Hatimi
manages to hold the reader’s attention and never lets him lose sight of
the original framework of the risala which is a grotesque picture of
Mutanabbi’s character and habits and a violent attack on certain aspects
of his work. Yet one must agree with I. ‘Abbas!® that it would be wrong

192. Cf. Mudiha, p. 96, lines 18-19 and p. 119, lines 18-19 where he finds it necessary
to emphasize the honors he received from Mu‘izz ad-Dawla and Mubhallabi. This
suggestion should however be weighed against the evidence from the Yatima which I
have discussed above, pp. 9 and 36.

193. As further indications of Hatimi’s failure to win recognition one could consider: the
confusion in the Yatima over the identity of Hatimi, and the scarcity of information
about Hatimi’s poetry which does not seem to have been collected in a Diwan.

194. Cf. also the end of the description of the first session (above, p. 43); one could argue
that this passage originally marked the end of the risala and was reworded at a later
date to serve as an introduction to the description of the three additional sessions.

195. The evidence from Safadi’s Nusra (above, p. 36) which would suggest that one of
Hatim1’s books on Mutanabbi was lost is, I feel, too vague to be taken into account.

196. 1. ‘Abbas, Ta’rikh an-Naqd al-Adabi ‘ind al-‘Arab: Nagqd ash-Shi‘r (Beirut 1391/1971), p.
248.
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to underestimate the importance of the risala as an attempt to show the
affinity between Arabic versions of Greek wisdom literature and the work
of one of the most prominent of Arab poets.

Authors of mediaeval treatises on literary theory and criticism sometimes
quote from the Hilyat al-Muhadara by Hatimi. The Hilya records
numerous definitions of figures of speech by early philologists from the
second, third, and fourth centuries. These definitions were often
elaborated or served as a basis for discussion even when they were not
specifically quoted and he Hilya therefore offers a means of identifying
views on literary theory that were used as models by Ibn al-Mu‘tazz (d.
296/908), Qudama b. Ja‘far (d. after 320/932), and their contemporaries;
in addition to this the Hilya offers quotations from these two authors
themselves. I have traced many of these definitions in a study published
in 1975'7. The Hilya is not, as one would expect, itself a work on literary
theory, but rather an anthology of poetry with short sections dealing with
the figures of speech, various forms of plagiarism, and other matters that
would interest the literary critic (the chapters on these questions are
intended primarily as selections of examples). A work dealing specifically
with literary theory entitled Kitab al-Hali wa-’l-‘Atil is quoted by Hatimi
himself in the Hilya. It seems to have met with little response and has not
survived; as far as I know the only author who claims to have used the
book was Usama b. Munqidh!%, though it is not impossible that it was
used by a few others who do not refer to it by name!®. Not only the
definitions, but also many quotations in the anthological sections of the
Hilya are presented in the form of traditions and provided with a
complete isnad. I had originally planned to include in the present study
an attempt to throw more light on Hatimi’s biography by identifying, on
the basis of these isnads, the individuals who had been Hatimi’s teachers
in Baghdad and perhaps elsewhere. I reluctantly decided to postpone
such an attempt for the time being, for two reasons: the existence of a
third unpublished manuscript of the Hilya which I had not used for my
study and the likelihood that a complete edition of the text would be
available in a not too distant future. At the time I was preparing my
study on rhetorical terms in the Hilya, I knew only of two manuscripts
preserved in the Qarawiyyin Library in Fez. A note in the Liste de

197. Materials for the History of Arabic Rhetoric from the Hilyat al-Muhadara of Hatimi, Annali
dell Istituto Orientale di Napoli, Supplemento no. 4 — vol. 35, fasc. 3, Naples 1975
(referred to in this study as Materials).

198. Usama b. Mungqidh, al-Badi‘ fi Nagd ash-Shi‘r (above, p. 19, note 51), p. 8.

199. See Materials, pp. 14-16, 20, and 27. ‘Ali b. Khalaf, the author of the Kitab Mawadd
al-Bayan, a work dating from the fifth/eleventh century, complains that the Hali was
not available to him, see Bonebakker, ‘A Fatimid Manual for Secretaries’’ in Annali
dell’Istituto Orientale di Napoli, Vol. 37 (NS XXVII), p. 310. The same complaint is
voiced by Ibn Abi ’I-Isba‘ (d. 654/1256), see Matenals, p. 15.
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manuscrits arabes . .. exposés a la Bibliothéque de I’Université Quaraouyine a
’occasion du onziéme centenaire®®, etc. led me to believe that there existed a
third manuscript and this expectation was confirmed during a recent visit
to the Qarawiyyin. The manuscript consists of a collection of loose leaves
held together in a portfolio which bears the call number 248. It appears
to cover part of the second volume and the third volume, and does not,
as far as I can see, contain any of the passages published in my study,
except for the paragraph on pp. 27-30%°!. The handwriting is a
beautiful, clearly legible, Eastern naskhi. Many of the pages have been
severely damaged and have been covered with transparant paper to
prevent further deterioration. The librarian, Mr. Muhammad
Bencherifa, informed me that a complete catalogue of the Qarawiyyin
prepared by the former librarian, the late ‘Abid al-Fasi, was ready and
would soon be published. For this reason I saw no point in attempting to
prepare an accurate description. He also informed me that an edition of
the Hilya was being prepared by an Iraqi scholar. I therefore also decided
to discontinue my attempts to reconstruct Hatim1’s biography on the
basis of the two manuscripts I had examined earlier???2. The promised
edition, if it did not already contain a study of the isnads, would greatly
facilitate my attempts which so far had not yielded important results.

The earliest author to offer an extensive list of Hatimi’s writings appears
to have been Yaqut. The only other comprehensive list known to me

200. Ministére de I’Education Nationale, Royaume du Maroc-Imprimerie de I’Etoile
(Rabat 1960), p. 53, last line. _
201. One of the pages in the portfolio reads as follows: ol e o]l 3l

(an, alJl slo o) edledl oo egluy  ete daxdl ady o ,an

Dl pb-’ o3 — . The break between the second and the third volume
therefore corresponds to that in the MS 590 of the Qarawiyyin (see Materials, p. 5). 1
also found the chapter headings Fu.:._ll_, | ot Qi O o 102

aole Jan i e Jo- u‘)_,l__,_s H,_.SA_. M (see Materials, p. 9
under 76a) and 0350 Al B0l ohl ol —med | LBiS C L
dc| ;.9 @slao (see p. 11 under 97a). As far as I know the MS has no date.

The folios corresponding to Materials, pp. 27-30 are severely damaged. I noted the
following variants some of which are obvious errors:

p. 28, line 9: J_,.T for ,>1 V.

p- 29, line 2: 41..0._\5) , for A.a._&.'s", ;

p- 29, line 4: juodo for L .

p. 30, line 1: > u."l_')-Yt, , after 6 ynas .

p- 30, line 11: (=2 ,L> as in my text.

202. The quality and the state of preservation of the two Maghribi MSS, especially the
MS 590, leaves much to be desired (see Materials, pp. 1-5 and passim) and a
thorough comparison of this last MS with the MS 2934 on the basis of photographs
alone is hardly possible.
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appears in Suyuti’s Bughya. Though it is difficult to form an opinion of
the range of Hatim1’s interests on the basis of these titles alone, there can
be little doubt that his chief concern was literary criticism, and that a few
books dealt with lexicography and grammar?®. None of these are known
to have survived, either in their original form, or as extensive quotations
or digests, except for the autobiographical note from the Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja
which I have mentioned earlier 2. The survival of the Hilya in two
Maghribl manuscripts (one of which has a marginal note indicating that
a small portion of the book had already circulated in Spain before the
rest arrived), Ibn Hazm’s (d. 456/1063-4) recommendation of ‘‘the books
of Abu ‘Ali al-Hatimi’’ as manuals on poetry 2% the quotations from the
Hilya in the Magamat commentary of Sharishi (d. 619/1222), and in the
commentary on the Magsara of Hazim al-Qartajanni by Muhammad b.
Ahmad al-Gharnati (d. 760/1358)2% tend to show that Hatimi enjoyed a
considerable reputation in Spain, though I have not found any mention
of the author or of his books in the numerous collections of biographies
and bibliographical information (faharis) from that country.

203. Abu ’l-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muh. al-Jurjani ath-Thaqafi, al-Muntakhab min Kinayat al-
Udaba’ wa-Isharat al-Bulagha’ (Cairo 1326/1908), p. 88, fourth line from the bottom,
quotes from the Amali of Abu ‘Ali al-Hatimi al-Lughawi, a work which I have not
found listed elsewhere.

204. A similar work of satyrical character may have been the Kitab al-Mighsal (?) wa-hiya
ar-Risala al-Bahira fi Khisal Abi ’l-Hasan al-Batti (Yaqat, VI, 503, lines 3-4). One can
only speculate on the character of this work; the Qadi Abu ’I-Hasan Ahmad b. ‘Ali
al-Batti (d. 403 or 405/1012 or 1014) is chiefly known for his role as a secretary to al-
Qadir during the latter’s retreat to al-Batiha shortly before his accession to the throne
(see Busse, p. 690) and his correspondence on behalf of al-Qadir with the Buwayhid
Baha’ ad-Dawla. He was famous for his witticisms, but appararently made himself
many enemies, see Ta’r. Bagh., IV, 320; Bakharzi, Dumyat al-Qasr, ed. ‘A. M. al-
Hulw (Cairo 1388/1968), I, 321-322; Sam‘ani, Ansab (above, p. 14, note 35), II, 82;
Ibn al-Jawzi, Muntazam (above, p. 14, note 35), VII, 263; Yaqut, I, 233-241;
Yaquat, Mu Gam al-buldan (above, p. 14), I, 334b; Ibn al-Athir, Kam:l (above, p. 37,
note 145), IX, 175; Safadi, Wafi (above, p. 14, note 35), VII, 231-234; idem,
Nusrat ath-Tha’ir ‘ala ’l-Mathal as-Sa’ir (above p. 36, note 141), p. 296.

205. At-Tagrib li-Hadd al-Mantig, ed. 1. ‘Abbas (Beirut 1959), p. 207.

206. See Materials, p. 18, note, and index.
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ADDENDA:

P.9:

That Hatimi indeed had a son who distinguished himself as a poet
appears from vol. VII, p. 372 of Safadr’s Waft b:-’l-Wafayat (Das
Biographishe Lexicon des Salahaddin Halil ibn Aibak as-Safadi, Teil 7, ed. 1.
‘Abbas, Wiesbaden 1969) where there is an entry for Ahmad b.
Muhammad b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar Abi Talib b. Ab1 ‘Alr al-Hatimi
al-Baghdadi. Safadi mentions that this Aba Talib al-Hatimi left a Diwan
and [a collection of] correspondence. He quotes two fragments of poems,
but offers no further particulars.

P. 22 (bottom) — p. 25:

To the manuscripts listed on these pages should be added Princeton,
Yahuda 761 and 542 (Mach’s catalogue no. 4050). The first manuscript
was written in 870 and has 93 parallels. The introduction corresponds to
the type mentioned under 4 on pp. 27-28. The second manuscript is
part of a maymu ‘a. One or two pages from the introduction are missing
and only the last sentence appears on fol. 1424; it may have belonged to
the types under 4, B, or D. Since there are only 42 parallels it is possible
that some more pages are missing. After the colophon there are two more
parallels, copied in the same hand, which the scribe says he found in
another manuscript. There is no date. Both manuscripts have the title
Risala Hatimiyya.

The reproduction on the cover of this publication was taken from
Yahuda 761. I am indebted to the Princeton University Library for kind
permission to use their microfilm for this purpose.

P. 36 and note 141:

See also Ibn Abi ’I-Isba‘, Badi‘ al-Qur’an, ed. H. M. Sharaf (Cairo
1377/1957), pp. 10-11. Ibn Abi ’l-Isba‘ mentions two risalas on
Mutanabbi’s borrowings one of which dealt with ‘‘his elegant
borrowings’’.
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P. 56 (cf. pp. 7-8):

As far as I know, no description exists of the Wagq ‘at al-Adham in any of
the biographies of Hatimi. But the title appears in a list of works on
literary theory and criticism from which Ibn Abi ’l-Isba’ drew material
for his Badi‘ al-Qur’an (see p. 11, line 1).
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INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

The names of authors of biographies of Hatimi and of collections that
contain quotations from Hatimi’s works, as well as the names of most
contemporary editors and authors of reference works, have been omitted
from this list.

‘Abbas, I. 16 n. 43, 27 n. 88, 44 n. 168, 53

al-‘Abbas b. al-Husayn ash-Shirazi, Abu ’I-Fadl 37 n. 145, 47 n. 177

‘Abdal‘aziz al-Maymani ar-Rajkati 40 n. 155

Abdalqgadir al-Baghdadi 18 n. 46, 40 n. 155, 48 n. 178, 51 n. 187

Abu ‘Al al-Farisi 12

Abu ’l-‘Atahiya 27 n. 90

Abu Bakr al-Khwarizmi 9

Abu Hayyan at-Tawhidi 11 n. 15, 13

Abu ’I-Fadl b. al-‘Amid (vizier) 38 n. 152, 51

Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani  (author of the Aghani) 12, 19 n. 49, 43

Abu ’I-Fath al-Maraghi 38, 48

Abu ’I-Fath b. al-‘Amid (vizier) 38 n. 152

Abu ’l-Husayn ‘Ali b. Ahmad al-Muhallabi 45 n. 170

Abu Nuwas 47, 49

Abu Sa‘id as-Sirafi 48, 50

Abu Taghlib (Hamdanid) 11 n. 16

Abu ’t-Tayyib al-Lughawi 12

Abu Tammam 47, 47 n. 176, 49-50, 50 n. 185, 52

Abu ‘Umar az-Zahid (Ghulam Tha‘lab) 10 n. 14, 52 n. 191

‘Adud ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 11 n. 16, 38, 51

Ahmad, Munir-ud-Din 16 n. 43

Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Batti, Abu ’l-Hasan (Qadi) 8 n. 5, 56 n. 204

Ahmad b. Muh. b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi al-Baghdadi, Abu Talib b. Abi
‘Ali (son of Hatim1) Addenda

al-Akhfash, ‘Ali b. Sulayman 12

al-Akhtal 27 n. 90, 32

‘Al b. ‘Abdal‘aziz al-Jurjani 49 n. 182

‘Ali b. Ahmad al-Mubhallabi, Abu ’I-Husayn 45 n. 170

‘Ali b. al-‘Abbas, Aba Muh. (brother of Ibn Fasanjus) 38

‘Ali b. al-Mubhassin at-Tanuakhi, Abu ’-Qasim 6

‘All b. Hamza al-Basri 18 n. 46, 19 n. 49, 40 n. 155, 45 n. 170

‘All b. Haran al-Munajjim  48-49

‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani 44 n. 168, 48, 50

‘Ali b. Ka‘b al-Ansari, Abu ’'l-Hasan 38, 48

‘Ali b. Khalaf 20 n. 58, 54 n. 199

‘All b. Sulayman al-Akhfash 12
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al-Anbari, Abu ‘Ali al-Husayn (or al-Hasan) b. Muh. b. Misa (son-in-law of Muhallabi)
39, 47, 48, 49, 52

al-Ansari, Abu ’l-Hasan ‘Alib. Ka‘b 38, 48

Aristotle, Aristatalis, Arista, Aristotelian 19, 20 n. 57 and 58, 24, 25 n. 80, 28, 28 n.
93, 29 n. 95, 30, 33, 34 n. 133, 53

al-Badi‘t, Yasuf 39

al-Baghdadi, ‘Abdalqadir 18 n. 46, 40 n. 155, 51 n. 187

Baha’ ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 56 n. 204

al-Batti, Abu ’I-Hasan Ahmad b. ‘Ali (Qadi) 8 n. 5, 56 n. 204

Blachére, R. 17 n. 46, 18 n. 48, 19 n. 49, 28 n. 92, 32 n. 109, 39, 39-40 n. 155

Brockelmann, C. 19 n. 50, 24 n. 76

al-Buhturi 47, 49-50

Busse, H. 38 n. 148

Bustani, A. 5, 22 n. 64, 29

Ghulam Tha‘lab (Abt ‘Umar az-Zahid) 10 n. 14, 52 n. 191

Ghurayyib, G. 27 n. 90

al-Ghuzali (author of the Matali‘ al-Budir) 11 n. 16

al-Hamadhani (author of the Takmilat Ta’rikh at-Tabari) 38 n. 148

al-Hasan b. Muhammad al-Muhallabi, Aba Muh. see al-Muhallabi

Heinrichs, W. 44 n. 168

Hibatallah b. al-Munajjim 43

al-Husayn b. Ahmad b. Sa‘dan, Aba ‘Abdallah (vizier) 11

al-Husayn b. Mahmud b. al-Husayn al-Katib al-Baghdadi, Abu ‘Abdallah 30, 34

al-Husayn (or al-Hasan) b. Muh. b. Muasa al-Anbari, Abu ‘Ali (son-in-law of Muhallabi)
see al-Anbari

Ibn ‘Abbad, as-Sahib (vizier) see as-Sahib Ibn ‘Abbad

Ibn Abi ’lI-Isba‘ 54 n. 199, Addenda

Ibn al-‘Amid, Abu ’l-Fadl (vizier) 51

Ibn al-‘Amid, Abu ’I-Fath (vizier) 38 n. 152

Ibn al-Athir, Diya’addin (author of the Istidrak) 20

Ibn al-Athir, ‘Izzaddin (author of the Kamil) 38 n. 148

Ibn al-Baqqal, ‘Ali b. Yasuf or ‘Ali b. Muh. 43

Ibn al-Hajja; 36, 51

Ibn al-Munajjim, Hibatallah 43

Ibn al-Mu‘tazz 54

Ibn an-Nadim 52 n. 191

Ibn Durayd 10, 11

Ibn Fasanjus (or Fasanjas), Abu ’I-Faraj Muh. b. al-‘Abbas b. Musa ash-Shirazi
(vizier) 9, 32, 35, 37, 38, 43, 46, 46 n. 173, 52

Ibn Jinn1 39, 40 n. 155

Ibn Khalawayh 12

Ibn Nubata (author of Sarh al- ‘Uyan) 20

Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya 27 n. 90

Ibn Sa‘dan, Aba ‘Abdallah al-Husayn b. Ahmad (vizier) 11

Ibn Sukkara al-Hashimi 36

Ibn Tabataba al-‘Alawi 27 n. 90

Ibn Waki” 20 n. 57

Ibn Wallad (author of the K. al-Magsar) 45 n. 170

‘Izz ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 38 n. 152

Jarir 27 n. 90

al-Jurjani, Abu ’l-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muh. ath-Thaqafi 56 n. 203

al-Jurjani, ‘Ali b. ‘Abdal‘aziz 49 n. 182

Kabir, M. 38 n. 148

Karatay, F.E. 21 n. 59, 26 n. 85

Kiktev, M.S. 41, 41 n. 160, 42
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al-Kindi, Taj ad-Din Abu ’I-Yumn 39 n. 155

Le Strange, G. 18 n. 46

al-Maraghi, Abu ’I-Fath Muh. b. Ja‘far 38, 48
Matlab, A. 44 n. 168

al-Mubarrad, Abu ’l-‘Abbas Muh. b. Yazid 31
al-Mubhallabi, Abu ’I-Husayn ‘Ali b. Ahmad 45, n. 170

al-Mubhallabi, Aba Muh. al-Hasan b. Muh. (vizier) 9, 12 n. 27, 16, 18, 18 n. 48, 19 n.

49, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39-43, 47-52, 53 n. 192
Muh. b. al-‘Abbas b. Fasanjus (or Fasanjas), Abu ’I-Faraj see Ibn Fasanjus
Muh. b. ‘Abdallah (or ‘Ubaydallah) as-Salami, Abu ’I-Hasan 11 n. 16 and 19
Muh. b. Ahmad al-Jarjara’i (deputy vizier) 13
Muh. b. al-Husayn al-Yamani, Aba ‘Abdallah 27
Muh. b. Ibrahim b. Makki b. Muhassin al-Qayrawani 25 n. 77
Muh. b. Ja‘far al-Maraghi, Abu ’I-Fath 38, 48
Muh. b. Yahya as-Sali, Aba Bakr 16 n. 43
Mubhassad (? son of Mutanabbi) 32

Mu'izz ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 16, 18, 31, 32, 33 n. 120, 35, 36, 37, 43, 52, 53.n. 192

al-Munajjim, ‘Ali b. Haran  48-49

an-Nabigha 11 n. 16

an-Najim, Aba ‘Uthman Sa‘d (or Sa‘id) b. al-Hasan 20 n. 58, 34 n. 133

Najm, M.Y. 5,47 n. 177

Qabus b. Wushmagir, Shams al-Ma‘ali (Ziyarid) 7

al-Qadir (caliph) 7, 8 n. 5, 13, 56 n. 204

Qudama b. Ja‘far 44 n. 168, 54

Radif, S. 11 n. 16

ar-Rajkati, ‘Abdal‘aziz al-Maymani 40 n. 155

Rescher, O. 19 n. 50, 22 n. 64, 25 n. 78-80, 26, 29

ar-Riyadit 24

Rizzitano, U. 18 n. 46

ar-Rummani, ‘Ali b. ‘Isa 44 n. 168, 48

Sabur b. Ardashir (vizier) 13

Sa‘d (or Sa‘id) b. al-Hasan an-Najim, Aba ‘Uthman 20 n. 58, 34 n. 133

as-Safadi 36, 53 n. 195, Addenda

as-Sahib b. ‘Abbad (vizier) 11 n. 16, 13, 27, 36 n. 141

Sa‘id b. Thabit an-Nasrani, Abu ’lI-‘Ala’ (deputy vizier) 48

as-Salami, Abu ’l-Hasan Muh. b. ‘Abdallah 11, n. 16 and 19

Salih b. ‘Abdalquddas 27 n. 90

Sayf ad-Dawla (Hamdanid) 11, 11 n. 16, 12, 13 n. 28, 16, 18 n. 47, 39, 39-40 n.
155, 41, 46, 48 n. 180, 51

Sayyid, F. 21 n. 59, 25 n. 77

Sezgin, F. 15, 21 n. 59, 22, 22 n. 64-65, 25 n. 77 and 79, 26, 34

Shams al-Ma‘ali, Qabis b. Wushmagir (Ziyarid) 7, 13

Shalabi, A. 16 n. 43

as-Siraf1, Abu Sa‘ild 48, 50

as-Suli, Aba Bakr Muh. b. Yahya 16 n. 43

Taj ad-Din Abu ’l-Yumn al-Kind1 39 n. 155

at-Tanukhi, Abu ’l-Qasim ‘Ali b. al-Muhassin 6

at-Tawhidi, Aba Hayyan 11 n. 15, 13

‘Ubaydallah b. Ahmad an-Nahwi, Abu ’I-Fath 12

‘Ubaydallah b. Tahir 20 n. 57

al-‘Ukbari 19 n. 52, 20, 39, 40 n. 155, 49 n. 182

Ungjar (Ikhshidid) 11

Usama b. Munqidh 54

al-Wahidi 39

Yaqut (author of the Mu am al-Buldan) 18 n. 46

Zambaur, E. de 38 n. 148

13

’
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